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STATE AND LOCAL governments provide the 
framework within which the public library operates. Society, as distinct 
from government, provides the raw material which gives library 
service its meaning, but government creates the necessary 
organizational and fiscal structure that makes library functions 
possible. The public library is subject to public control. It does not 
operate in a vacuum, and in only a narrowly defined sense does it act 
with complete freedom. It is responsible not only to a public which it 
must serve, but to a public which is also its master. 
Of the two levels of government, state and local, the latter has far 
greater impact on the library. In the mind of the public, the library and 
the public schools are emphatically local institutions. This status gives 
both institutions a special aura. Both have a certain quality which 
makes them seem like extensions of the home. Perhaps this is because 
both have such impact on children. No theory of service can gain much 
support that does not recognize this fact of public life. 
In popular political tradition, state and local governments are 
usually spoken of as two different sources of authority. From the 
administrative point of view, of course, they are different. From the 
constitutional point of view there are only two levels of political 
authority-federal and state. The United States is a federation of 
states, but the states are not federations of local governments. However 
in this, as in the other spheres, the tradition is as important as the 
written constitutional word. Indeed, in the minds of a significant 
portion of society, the local government has become the last bastion of 
defense against an all-encroaching government. This, too, is an 
essential reality that we may forget only at our peril. 
In legal jargon, public -libraries are the creatures of the local 
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government. Beyond the limits of its "creature" status, the public 
library cannot venture very far. Within these limits it theoretically has a 
wide range of options in how it will respond to the needs of the 
metropolitan area. The range is theoretical because the provision of 
good library service to the people in metropolitan areas is only one of a 
number of staggering problems facing metropolitan governments. 
Our "sick cities" have become microcosms of all the ills of an 
over-industrialized, overly technological and less than humanistic 
society. The revolutionary forces of our time have been focused on 
cities and on campuses. 
One of the frustrating aspects of the situation is that the burden of 
too many of these ills has been thrust on one level of government- 
the local unit. In our political tradition the local government, as the 
government nearest the people, has been assigned a wide sphere of 
responsibility for basic community services in accord with a 
democratic and federal theory of government. However, it is now 
becoming increasingly obvious that local units can no longer 
adequately fulfill their responsibilities without extensive outside help; 
the burden is too great. Local governments have been asked to bear, 
with their limited resources, a disproportionate share of the 
responsibilities belonging to society as a \\.hole. 
They are forced to meet their problems in the context of two 
overwhelming realities. The first is that of the central city itself-its 
sheer physical and social presence. Can it be governed? Can urban 
institutions bear the strain being placed on them? These are not 
academic questions. The second reality relates to the metropolitan area 
as a whole. The area is unquestionably a social, economic and cultural 
unit, but there is no corresponding form of government. Instead, there 
is a maze of governmental units exercising, or trying to exercise, the 
traditional functions of government over fractional areas of the 
greater metropolitan unit. Metropolitan area planners who have had 
to run the gauntlet of local autonomy have had truly shattering 
experiences. 
The metropolitan area, then, is not governed as a unit. Instead it is 
torn by conflicting forces that tend to draw it together on the one hand 
(e.g., economics and technology) and to pull it apart on the other (e.g., 
special interests). In most areas these counterbalancing forces are 
made more intense by the pervasive problems of race, minorities and 
low income. It is within this overall frame of reference that 
metropolitan library development must take place. 
In general, local government fulfills three broad essential functions: 
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(1) it creates the public library and provides for its government; (2) it 
provides it with a source of income from public revenues; and (3) it 
provides a broad framework of regulations within which the local 
library must function. In this context "local government" as a concept is 
not limited to local corporate bodies, but includes the local electorate as 
well. Some libraries, such as district libraries, are created directly by the 
people, and library funding beyond a basic minimum is generally 
authorized by direct referenda. 
In creating the local public library the local government usually gives 
it some degree of autonomy. Although not universal, the board of 
directors and executive pattern is still the most common form of library 
government; this is an old tradition persisting into the present. In the 
nineteenth century, democratic theory dictated maximum 
decentralization of government, and even the standard governmental 
units hesitated to use their power to the fullest. When new problems 
arose, new boards and commissions were appointed on the model of 
school district government (which was not actually created by local 
government but by the state). In recent decades most of these boards 
have been dissolved and the local government has reasserted its full 
power. School and library boards remain as holdovers from the earlier 
period. 
Usually, then, the library has two representative bodies in its overall 
structure: the local governing council, board of supervisors, township 
board, or  whatever; and the library board itself. In the complex world 
of metropolitan affairs, a tremendous responsibility has devolved on 
these bodies. This gives a heightened value to the role of urban 
trustees. It is they who must interpret the library's needs to the 
community at large, and it is they who must represent the total 
community to the library staff. Since metropolitan areas are whirlpools 
of various interests, thejob of urban trustees is far from easy. They face 
two big challenges. The first is getting the attention of the community. 
There is an old joke about a man with a club and his mule: the punch 
line is that you can get a mule to do almost anything if you can first get 
his attention. Libraries are in a somewhat similar predicament. They 
must try to get a reasonable priority among services with frequently 
clashing claims for support. Unfortunately, their club is not 
particularly hefty. Too often the library is the last to get the increase, 
but the first to get the cut. 
A second major challenge to urban trustees lies in the very 
atmosphere of much of our local government, both urban and rural. It 
appears to be a kind of political law that the closer government comes 
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to the individual citizen, the more conservative it becomes. Although 
there are ~ountless exceptions, there is a strong tendency for local 
government, as "low man on the totem pole" of government, to be 
defensive against possible threats of encroachment on its powers, and 
to be very protective of local property interests. Both characteristics 
can be productive in promoting the welfare of local populations; they 
can also be self-defeating when the result is resistance to change. 
The urban trustee has a unique role to fill that requires skill, vision 
and courage. He must preserve the local sense of autonomy; he must 
also give full scope to the aspirations of all segments of the local 
community for expanded opportunities for personal and group 
development. The latter goal is not attainable without help from 
outside the community; hence the dilemma. For the trustee it is not 
unlike walking a shaky tightrope over an open fire. Too often the local 
board either regards its role as primarily defensive or achieves a kind of 
balance on dead center. In either case the library does not make much 
headway in getting the attention of the community. Unfortunately it is 
fair to say that attention is precisely what some boards do not want. 
From the point of view of administration, the local library must work 
within the framework created by local government. This means some 
degree of policy control, especially fiscal control. Thus the library must 
also accommodate itself to the operating regulations of other units of 
government which have responsibilities in such areas as civil service, 
planning, buildings and purchasing. In addition, if it is to provide any 
in-depth service, the library should be prepared to cooperate with 
other libraries. 
The two aspects of library administration just referred to-finance 
and cooperation-are important enough to merit more extensive 
treatment and will be handled in greater depth after the full general 
context of local and state government has been discussed. These issues 
are, in our opinion, the major ones in metropolitan library 
administration. 
Throughout this discussion, it has been assumed that the library 
functions of local government are limited to the local public library. 
This is not entirely true. In larger metropolitan areas the local 
government may also provide municipal reference and/or law 
libraries. The existence of such libraries can be essential in the 
specialized areas of service in which they function. 
At this point it is appropriate to touch upon intergovernmental 
cooperation. This kind of cooperation has made some significant 
advances in the last decade in the fields of physical and economic 
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planning, in planning for special services such as education, health and 
law enforcement, in the creation of special projects and authorities, 
and in the development of contracts for services. Although this activity 
has fallen short of actual needs, it has proceeded, generally, at a faster 
pace in the above-mentioned areas than in the library field. 
The implications of this development for libraries is obvious. The 
way is being prepared for library cooperation on a massive scale. The 
precedents are there; what is needed is leadership among libraries. 
One special aspect of intergovernmental cooperation needs to be 
pointed out: many large urban areas sprawl over state lines. This 
means that the way must be cleared at the state level for interstate 
cooperation. 
Discussing state government means entering a sphere in which there 
has been a rapidly developing range of activity. So recent has been this 
growth that one is apt to forget that the state role in library 
development has always been an essential albeit an unobtrusive one. 
In fact, there could never have been any public libraries without the 
prior concern and cooperation of the state. 
The basis of the state's involvement in library development has been 
stated very succinctly in a standard textbook on library development: 
"The state, as the fountain of residual powers, may do anything not 
reserved exclusively to the federal government or to the people or  
prohibited to the state. In addition all powers delegated to local units 
emanate from the state."' 
If local governments have the power to create libraries they have 
received this power through state enabling legislation. This grant of 
power is based on the state concern for education and the diffusion of 
knowledge. In the late nineteenth century, when transportation and 
communication were still relatively primitive, the states developed the 
traditional pattern of delegating the responsibility for public education 
and public libraries to local units. Eventually this pattern came to be 
hallowed as the unique American way. 
This pattern has provided a great motive force in our society and has 
heightened the sense of citizen participation in our government. 
However, this tradition was never a monolithic one of state disinterest 
or noninterference. In fact, before the nineteenth century closed, the 
pattern was already undergoing modification, and modifications have 
continued to this day. 
During the 1890s what came to be called library extension began as a 
state effort to stimulate and promote the growth of library services, 
especially in areas where none existed. Eventually every state 
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established an extension-type service. During the 1890s, Connecticut 
began to provide state grants-in-aid, thus initiating a new type of state 
participation in library development. By 1956, twenty-two states, less 
than half, had grant-in-aid programs. In 1973, thirty-three states had 
such programs. In 1958 only one state, Michigan, had a constitutional 
provision for establishment of l ibrar ie~.~ By 1970, fifteen states had 
some kind of constitutional provi~ion.~ 
The above items of data are only a few of the many types of statistics 
that might be cited to illustrate what is beyond dispute-the growing 
state commitment to library development. However, in no way do we 
envisage metropolitan area libraries losing or suffering any diminution 
of their responsibility and leadership. Indeed, we feel that 
metropolitan libraries are now called on for a greater degree of both 
responsibility and leadership than ever before. What we do envisage is 
a state-local partnership, in which the state not only assists the 
metropolitan area in the solution of some of its problems, but in which 
the metropolitan area, through networks, shares its resources with 
other parts of the state which are less well endowed. This can be a 
fruitful relationship for both partners under both aspects of giving and 
receiving. 
The state role in metropolitan library development is, of course, one 
phase of its role in statewide library development. This role has been 
defined in many ways with varying degrees of specificity. We feel that 
the following list includes the major roles that the state has to play in 
metropolitan area development: 
1. Provision of a sound legal basis for the development of libraries. 
2. Provision of supplementary services and resources. 
3. Development of networks and larger units and systems of service. 
4. Administration of state and federal grants-in-aid. 
5. Planning and coordinating development of all kinds of libraries. 
6. Provision of specialized information services. 
However, we would hasten to add that there are many other roles 
and services properly belonging to the state level, although they are not 
assigned to a single state library in most states. These roles and 
functions are treated extensively in ALA's Standards for Library 
Functions at the State Level4 A comprehensive list could include 
consultant and promotion service, promotion of standards and 
certification, programs for trustees, research and statistics, personnel 
development, service to the blind and physically handicapped, services 
to institutions, genealogy and history, archives and record 
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management, law libraries, services to schools, and the processing of 
materials. 
In an article of this kind it is neither possible nor desirable to discuss 
all aspects of the states' role in metropolitan library development. We 
should, instead, focus our attention on the two aspects of library 
development that have the greatest impact-finance and cooperation. 
What happens in these two areas will have a determining role in 
shaping the future of libraries in metropolitan areas. 
At present the basic and usually the only financial support for 
libraries in metropolitan areas is from the property tax. It is basic to the 
support of education in general. Recently this tax has come under 
considerable criticism in the courts. The charge has been made that it is 
unfair in that it does not provide an equitable base for educational 
services. For the moment at least, the U. S. Supreme Court has said the 
property tax is not unconstitutional. But it also said that it is not an 
equitable tax and supplementary means of taxation for education are 
essential. 
The property tax for support of the urban library is not only not 
equitable, but is diminishing in the central cities. In suburban areas it is, 
of course, increasing as a source of revenue in the communities that are 
growing. With industry leaving the central cities, and middle- and 
upper middle-class persons fleeing to the suburbs, the income available 
from property tax is seriously decreasing. Increasing the tax rate for 
those who can least afford it is no solution. 
The problem of adequate municipal income has created a national 
crisis involving far more than libraries. Two methods have been at least 
partially successful in helping to meet the problem over the last twenty 
years-state and federal aid. Unlike federal aid, state aid has not been 
universal and, even where it is available, is often so inadequate that it 
has had little impact, at least on library development. 
The state must provide metropolitan libraries with financial 
support-not only on a grant-in-aid basis but on a continuing and 
guaranteed basis. About 65 percent of the states provide some 
assistance through grant-in-aid programs. No state provides more 
than $1.00 per capita. State support varies from zero to 16 percent of a 
metropolitan library's budget. Federal support has averaged 2 to 6 
percent, and unfortunately the lack of firm and continuing 
commitment by the federal government in the support of libraries has 
made any kind of long-range planning impossible. 
If libraries in metropolitan areas are to effectively meet and serve the 
needs of their varied constituencies, then the adoption of a policy by 
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both the state and federal governments of a true financial 
partnership-a firm, categorical, permanent commitment-is 
essential. Revenue sharing on either the state or federal level is 
undoubtedly a useful financial tool by which local units of government 
can adapt financial aid to their own local priorities. However, it should 
never be thought of as a substitute for direct, categorical aid. This 
would be disastrous for libraries. 
We urge a permanent program of federal support at $1.00 per 
capita matched by required state funding at $1.50 per capita and local 
funding at $3.50 per capita as a minimal beginning. These amounts 
should be translated into a formula so they can reflect changing costs of 
personnel, services, etc. Local support should be 60 percent, with the 
state contributing from 20 to 30 percent of required funds, and the 
federal government contributing about 10 to 20 percent. 
In addition, special grants for buildings, for both central and branch 
operations, development of new experimental programs and 
expanded programs of research must also be available from state and 
federal sources. Obviously, funds of this volume cannot be a free gift; 
that could also be disastrous in its own way. The funds should be 
dispensed on the basis of sound local, state and federal planning, and 
libraries accepting such aid must be required to meet minimum or 
qualifying standards. Evaluation of library programs to assure a 
reasonable level of cost effectiveness is an essential part of a federal, 
state and local financial partnership. 
This kind of financial partnership will not, by itself, solve the urban 
library's problems. In our increasingly cost-conscious society, 
programs of aid, even when they are generous in comparison with 
what now exists, cannot realistically be expected to reach the 
proportions ideally necessary for each library to provide its community 
with good, modern library service. Cooperation among libraries and 
the sharing of resources is absolutely essential. The acceptance by the 
urban libraries of state and federal support implies-or, more 
emphatically, requires-responsibility for multitypt: library 
cooperation. Local needs and priorities must be integrated with state 
and national needs and priorities. 
In a large metropolitan area a coordinating library council reflecting 
all types of libraries is highly desirable. The best use of the taxpayers 
funds (local, state a ~ l d  federal) requires the sharing of materials, 
personnel services and, to some extent, space. The metropolitan area 
must develop cooperation to assure full and rapid access to the 
intellectual resources for all persons regardless of their economic, 
[236I LIBRARY TRENDS 
Local and State Governments 
educational or cultural level. Metropolitan institutions of learning 
must participate in these systems. The elitism of academe must be 
tempered by the egalitarianism of the city street. In the inner-city the 
person in the street may well be educationally and culturally 
impoverished. Or  he may just be an ordinary citizen badly in need of a 
wide range of information to cope in a society which often seems ready 
to swallow him up as a nameless, faceless statistic. 
Although it may not be immediately obvious, it can be easily shown 
that highly systemized cooperation is not possible without strong state 
action. There must be a substantial input at the state level in planning 
and coordinating cooperative systems to insure that a well functioning 
and fully compatible network emerges on a statewide basis. Financial 
assistance for networking purposes is also necessary. In the next step 
the- states, as units, should participate in regional, multistate and 
national networks. 
Interlibrary cooperation in the abstract is like motherhood-it is 
hard to argue against it in principle. In practice it is difficult to achieve 
because of administrative fears of losing autonomy and of exposing 
the library's resources to drain by outsiders. To  develop cooperation 
requires farsighted leadership both on the local and state levels. Fine 
sentiments are not enough; someone has to be ready to go on the firing 
line. Cooperation requires both giving and receiving. This may be a 
gross truism, but it is a flagrant aspect of human nature that we all 
much prefer to receive than to give, and this particular failing affects 
decisions made, or not made, in libraries throughout the county. 
Cooperation, ultimately, is against our lower nature and comes about 
only when there is enough vision to measure immediate loss against 
larger gain. 
Multifaceted financing can lead to a quicker acceptance and 
realization of cooperation not only in principle, but in actuality. The 
benefits of new technology, new approaches to delivering services and 
meeting the human and informational needs of the urban citizen can 
and must become a reality. A real understanding of the responsibility 
as well as the benefits of cooperation is needed. A continuing 
educational program for staff at every level and for all parties in library 
institutions is basic for the achievement of this goal. 
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